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VliHc In for»:nl nt f , comliirU rir^ ^ mid (‘vn 1 nnt f nr», n 5 ; t Irfo 

invcMitory of iilrlicr odncdtion fncnilfes* tiio Unro/iu of lUn^M^r f!dnrntfon 
rncllltlOR romprohons I VO rinnninf’, »’ntcMrd iiitorost tUc fnf1o»^ of In- 

fomntioo fron ot lor stotos, Kcnort*; <loscrl!!^n?, nct’iods nn<! rosnlts In iltc 
activities of plminlnfii Invontoryinp, ami cvatuntlnr niilizatlon of lifplicr 
etiucatioa fnclHtio.s vero of proatest interest* 

On tv.*o occasions data \*cro extracted fron the accunujlnted renorts of 
other fitntes anti asscnMcd for connnrison of nlannlnp nroccdures an<l cri- 
teria* One such conoarisnn v%as nade early in lt>69 hy Iconard C« Pomney and 
Included data fron six states* Soon after that '^r, ^onney collaborated 
with Robert K« Ashley* n consultant to the Derartnent* in a survey and cop- 
paiison based on data fron 16 states* This second conparison v’as issued In 
May 1969* to coincide t^tth the Interln report or. nropress of the New York 
State inventor>* of hipher education facilities, noth of those conparlsons 
were concerned only with standards and space fact<»rs used in planning 
methods by other states. 

tn the fall of 1969, ’^cssrs. ^onney and Ashley bepan extension of thefr 
earlier report to cover information from 27 states and to include data on 
Inventory and ullli ^atlon. Mr* ronney vent to the staff of the Vestern 
Interstate Ccenission for cipher r.dacalion In November* and Mr. AshVe** com- 
pleted the report which follows. 



VMllian 5. ruller, hlrector 
l^iphcr rducation racillties Hannlnp 
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llic rcouost by titfi Tnltod St.'itci? Office of I'ducatlon for each state to 
classify and invontorv its hif»hor education f«acilltios nroduced various 
reactions* Some states were alreadv well alonr, in their independent efforts 
to develop inventory and utilisation surveys and planning, methods, lliey 
had only to continue their i;ork, revising as noccssarv to conform to stan- 
dard tensinolop.y and procedures set forth 1iv the office of rducatlon. Other 
states suddenly became intensely introsncctivo ; at the same tine there was 
a fair amount of covert and overt castlnp, about to sec vhat others were do- 
inp. Tills focus on hipher education facilities and on the common problems 
of counting what existed » and planninp vhat was needed » provoked the evolu- 
tion of a systematic approach to planning complete with its own jargon. 

In a greatly simplified description, the planning procedure for an in- 
stitution starts with che ackno^'ledgment of nualitative commitments by the 
Institution in academic, social, and ancillary fields. Diesc commitments 
define what the institution will become and cover such points as how hig it 
will bo, vhat it will teach, how it will teach, rsnd how It will relate to 
its comnunity and to other inj^titutions. Tlie comnltmtnts describe the 
character of the expanded and matured institution. Next, planncr^ examine 
the Ciualitative commitments and translate them into physical needs. The 
statement of need lists the types of facilities the institution will re- 
quire to meet its nualitative coeimHments. Tinallv, si^es and oiiantitles 
of needed facilities arc calculated using accepted standards and factors. 
Sta ndards and Space Factor s 

The word standard has many definitions; one from Webs te r * s S o yen tli Nev 
Collegiate Dictionary which suits our purpose veil is, ''snncthlng estab-^ 
lisued by authority, ciistcei, or general consent as a itodel or example." 

By this definition, planning standards would be ouch Items as the area per 
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student station, tlic area per faculty office, the student/faculty ratio, the 
area per roadf'r In a library reading; root:, the n-imher of hours eacl> week a 
facility slicMild be scheduled for use, and the percentnp,c of student stations 
occupied during scheduled hourfi--to name a few. 

Three of the standards cited as examples can be combined to compute a 
factor of great utility In calculating the amount of Instructional space 
required for classrooms, teaching laboratories, and lecture rooms. Using 
the appropriate standard values for a specific ourpose, the area per stu- 
dent station (VASl'/Stn), the hours per week the facility is scheduled for 
use (Krs/k'k), and the extent to which the provided stations arc occupied 
during scheduler hours (X Stn Occup) can he arranged to indicate how much 
area the Institution needs to present a base quantity of student-hours of 
instruction each week. The resulting factor is In units of net asaignable 
square feet per vrcckly student hour, tt is called the space factor and Is 
:-xpressed as: 

NAfir - NAfiF/Stn 

Hrs/l/k X X Stn Occup 

Terms and abbreviations used In this report arc defined in the glossary 
included in the appendix. 

Purpose aftd Scope of Feport 

The purpose this report Is to present two types of data or Infomatlon 
pertaining to higher education facilities, assembled from the reports and pub- 
lications of several states. The two types are: 

1. Standards and space factors used In planning higher education 
facilities. 

2. Tnfomstton concerning existing facilities, particularly the 
quantities of certain room types end sene measure of their 
uMlltation. 

* 2 - 
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In general we have tried to present recent data assembled through efforts 
of the states to produce Inventory and utilization studies requested by the 
United States Office of Fducatlon, Thus, few of the source references report 
on studies made earlier than 1967, Exceptions are reports from Connecticut , 
Illinois, Nebraska, and Ohio, Tlieir Inclusion, v/e felt, enhanced the across- 
the-board sampling nature of this report. 

Several comparisons may be based upon the assembled information. First, 
the standards and space factors used by a number of states for planning may 
be compared among themselves. Next, the situations of several states with 
regard to the existence and utilization of facilities may be compared. Fur- 
ther, comparisons may be drawn between the ideals represented by standards 
and space factors and the realities indicated by Inventory and utilization 
data. Finally, the form and extent of inventory and utilization data reveal 
bow differently various states have responded to the uniform guidelines for 
investigation and reporting suggested by the Office of Education, 

The following list of states aiid the type of information presented for 
each are covered In this report: 







Planning 

Standards 


Inventory 

Data 


Utilization 

Data 


1. 


Arkansas 


X 


X 


X 


2. 


California 


X 






3. 


Colorado 


X 


X 




4. 


Connecticut 


X 






5. 


Delaware 


X 


X 


X 


6. 


Florida 


X 


X 


X 


7. 


Illinois 


X 


X 


X 


8. 


Indiana 


X 


X 


X 


9. 


Iowa (State University) 


X 
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Planning 


Inventory 


Utilization 






Standards 


Data 


Data 


10. 


Kansas 


X 


X 


X 


11. 


Kentucky 


X 


X 


X 


12. 


Missouri 


X 


X 




13. 


Montana 


X 






14. 


Nebraska 


X 






15. 


New Hampshire 




X 




16. 


New Jersey 


X 


X 




17. 


New York 




X 




18. 


North Carolina 




X 


X 


19. 


Ohio 


X 






20. 


Oklahoma 


X 


X 


X 


21. 


Oregon 


X 






22. 


South Carolina 


X 






23. 


South Dakota 


X 


X 


X 


2A. 


Texas 


X 






25. 


Virginia 


X 






26. 


West Virginia 


V 


X 


X 


27. 


Wisconsin 


X 


X 


X 


Discussion 








Standards, space factors 


, and inventory and 


utilization 


data are discussed 


in three 


sections • Vi rnt , a 


discussion of standards and space factors 


adopted by Indivld^m states 


compares these ^^Ithln their space categories 


rather than state-^by-state. 


The standards and 


space factors 


may be regarded 



as f»uldellr\es for nlannlnp; or ideal standards for the provision and use of 
various types of snace. Inventory and utilization data are discussed In the 
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second section according to the types of space reported, showing what resources 
exist and how they are being used* Finally, Ideals and actualities are com- 
pared so far as the availability and t)ie form of data will permit* 

The information presented state-by-state was selected from source ref- 
erences and arranged to permit as many direct comparisons as 
possible. In nearly all cases, the data shovTi for any one state are only a 
portion of the total data available for that state. The Items were chosen 
because of common bases or like units wliich would facilitate comparisons. 
Wherever averages had been computed for groups of Institutions by size or 
source of support, or — even better — on a statewide basis, these were selected 
In preference to numerous Items for individual Institutions, Where some states 
presented all the data necessary to compute space factors but had not computed 
them, the obvious computations were performed to simplify comparisons by reach- 
ing a common term. Single entries In tables 1 and 2 derived by computation 
from given data are Identified by footnotes. Thus, data have been rearranged, 
or a second level derived by performing Indicated computations with available 
data, but In no Instance has a value t'^cn assumed for any Item not supplied In 
order that a computation or derivation could be performed. 



STANDARDS AND SPACR FACTORS 

Almost all of the states Included in this study have Identified standards 
or space factors for one or more of the academic space types — classrooms, class 
laboratories, offices, and libraries. Among those reporting standards or factors 
there Is general agreement rej;ardlng the type of planning guide to be used. 
Variations are apparent In the values of the standards and factors adopted by 
the various states. Available data havi been assembled In Table 1, General 
Comparison of Standards and Space Factors for Twenty-Seven States and arranged 

O 
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in parallel form, as far as possible, for direct visual comparison. Where 
further Information or additional standards for other types of space were 
readily available and deemed pertinent to this study, they are shown in the 
tables of data by individual states. 

Cl assrooms 

TVenty-four of the 27 states surveyed Indicate some standard or factor 
applicable to classroom snace. Of these 24 states, 16 have adopted space 
factors computed from standards as described earlier in this report* One 
more state adopted the requisite standards but apparently did not compute 
space factors from them. i>ata from the other seven states appear fragmentary, 

Amonp, the ]6 states reporting space factors, 11 show a single factor 
applicable to classrooms. TVo states, Iowa and Kentucky, have adopted a 
range of fac*:ors that vary with different room capacities. Delavyare, Florida,^ 
and Oklahoma set forth classroom space factors that vary with the size of the 
institution as measured by enrollment. South Dakota has adopted single values 
for Hrs/l^Hc and % Stn Occ, but has a range of values for NASF/Stn depending 
upon the type of seating In the classroom. The snace factors range from 0.44 
to 1,00 NASF/WSH. 

Seven states exhibit different approaches to the problem of projecting 
facilities needs, particularly classroom space. Three states, Oregon, Virginia, 
and West Virginia, report standard values for Wrs/Vfk and for % Stn Occ, but 
they do not Indicate liow these can be applied to project space requirements. 
Ohio indicates a single value for Hrs/Wk and a range of values for NASF/Stn 
varying as the size of the classroom varies. New Jersey reports various areas 
In net assignable square feet of classroom space per full-time student accord- 
ing to the type of institution and degree level. Connecticut reports only a 
gross area per student of Instructional space; Kansas merely states a gross 

area of nouresldentlal space per student. 

- 6 - 
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Of the standards comprising the space factor, there was least variation 
in the Hrs/Wk the tpace is scheduled. Seventeen states reported 30 Krs/Wk 
and one each reported 31 and 34 Hrs/Wk, for an average value of 30 Hrs/Wk. 
Fifteen states Indicated a standard value for the area per student station 
in classrooms. Ten states reported 15 net square feet, three reported 16 net 
square feet and one each reported 14 and 16.5 net square feet per student 
station. The average of these valvies Is 15.2 NASF/Stn. Eighteen states show 
standard values for the percentage of student stations occupied when the class- 
room Is scheduled for use. These values are; eight at 60 percent, four at 67 
percent, two at 66 percent, one at 66.6 percent, one at 65 percent, one at 55 
percent, and one at 50 percent, for an average value of 62 percent. 

A composite classroom space factor computed from the three average values 
of standards would be 0,81 NASF/WSH. The significance of this composite value 
Is doubtful; the average values of the standards used In Its computation are 
derived from such different b^ses. 

Class Laboratories 

The sane 24 states which reported standards applicable to classroom planning 
also set forth standards applying to class laboratories In varying degrees of 
specificity. The approach In each case was approximately the same as in the 
matter of classrooms. 

Fifteen states listed space factors computed from standards. Two more 
states presented standards without computing space factors. The remaining seven 
states present data which appear Incomplete for the purpose of projecting space 
requirements for class laboratories. 
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Atnonp, tKe class laboratory space factors for 17 states (15 reported and 
two derived), five Rbow a single factor for blanket application to class 
laboratories, and a factor can be computed for a sixtht The others Indicate 
that requirements for this type of space vary according to different influences^ 
Six states showed ranges of space factors varying according to sublect field. 
Actually# seven states can be considered as using this same approach since 
South Dakota presented a full set of standards, from which space factors may 
be computed easily, wherein the size of student station varies with the subject 
field. Another four states — California, Delaware, Kentucky, and Montana — suggest 
a further degree of complexity by presenting space factors that vary with both 
subject field and level of instruction. 

The remaining seven states Indicate standards more or less applicable to 
class laboratories. Ohio shows values for Hrs/^fle and NASF/Stn varying with 
subject field and level of instruction. New Jersey presents only NASF per 
full-time student varying with subject field and level of Instruction. Oregon, 
Virginia, and West Virginia each report single values of \\rs/\4k and Z Stn Occ 
for class laboratories. As noted before, Connecticut mentions only gross area 
of Instructional space per student and Kansas merely gives a value of gross 
nonresidential area per student. 

The states which acknoi^-^ledge different space requirements according to 
subject field show no uniformity in Identifying these fields. Some states, 
such as Delaware, recognize only three large flelds--graduate Including ag- 
riculture, undergraduate liberal arts and technical. On the other hand, 

Illinois recognizes 68 different subject areas for individual standards apply- 
ing to class laboratories. 
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'ilie various space factors ra i^^o In size from K25 to 11,52 !IASK/WSH, 

The variation Is almost entirely <lue to the different sizes of student sta- 
tions for different subjects, there belnp, little variation in the standards 
for Hrs/hT; and Z Stn Occ, Generally, the smallest laboratories are In fine 
arts and accounting; the largest are in science am! enpinecrinp, 

Minotecn states have adopted standard values for the Hrs/U^k a class 
laboratory should bo scheduled. There is little variation. Tlic liiphest 
value was 25 Ilrs/hlc, the lowest was 20 lIrs/Wk and the average Is 21 llrs/k’k. 

Values for 7. Stn Occ were reported by 18 states ranpinp from 60 percent 
to 85 percent with an avernp^e Vcnlue of percent. 

High and low values of NAST/Stn are given in tabic 1 to show the range 
of standards adopted by the various states, Tf only one value of N’ASF/Stn 
was reported, this was entered as a high value. Among the states, Illinois 
showed the widest range with a liigh of 259 MA?^F/8tn and a low of 30 ^>ASF/Stn. 
Kentucky reported the narrowest range, a liigh of 60 N'ASF/Stn and a low of 
35 NASF/Stn, Fifteen Iitgli values varied from 250 ’lASF/Stn to 30 \*ASF/Stn, 
the latter being the single value reported by Koliraska. Tiie average higli 
value is 106.2 NASF/Stn. Low values of NASF/Stn shoved much less variation. 

Ten reported values ranged between 20 and 68 \'ASF/Stn averaging 33,7 OASF/Stn. 

Laboratory space factors In KASF/ls^SH are shown in table 1 for 17 states, 

11 showing both high and lov* valties. Tlie space factors for Sourit Fakota and 
VJisconsin were comnuted from their ronortod pl anning standards, Pr uH ctnbly , 
tile snacc factors for Illinois show the widest range, from a high value of 
11.0 NASF/WSII to a lov/ value of 3.56 ts^ASF/WSf*, vhiJe Kentucky shows Ihc iinr- 
roi?cst range, from 3,21 to 2.06 N’ASF/l^SIh Plgh values of the snace factor 
ranged from Montana's 11,52 NASF/lvSH, which could not he verified because 
NA8F/Stn was not reported, down to 3.13 NASF/OSII for Arkansas. Ihc avorngo 

of 17 high snace factors Is 6.0'1 NASF/!^SII, Floven low values of tiie sp.acc fac- 
tor range between 3.00 and 1.25 ''JASl'/h'SH V'ltli an average value of 2.08 NYSlVb’81?. 
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CoTnposUc lnbr>ratory qnnce fc^ctors roiT^T>utc(! from tho nvernpe values of 
tlie stan<lards vould bo: hlph, 6,03 ^:AS17VSH, and lov 2*03 ::ASI7VR!I* Apain, 

the slf,nl f icanco of these comnnsite snneo factnrfl Is verv douhtful because 
they are the end result of iniirh nverapjn^^* 

Offices 

Klphtoen of tVie 27 states lncl\idnd in this survey reported some type 
of standard for project iiip office area requl renents • hipht of these offer 
a slnple value of net area per FTf fncnlty withiout nenttonlnp vdiother this 
Is recommended nor office or nor occunant of larpor offices* One of l:he 
eipht clearly shows an additional provision ennal to 25 percent of total 
office area for service, clerical, and conference space* The other seven 
are not clear on this point. Tn this proup of eipht standards, the areas 
range from 110 to 160 MASK. 

Five states have ndonted a net aren allowance per faculty which is 
Intended to Include office space, service area, and conference area* Val\ics 
of this type of standard range from 135 to 168 NASI’. 

I'our states determine the amount of office space repuired on the basis 
of net assignable square feet nor TTH student, '/alucs for all four vnrv with 
the level of Instruction. In one case there Is further variation hv size of 
institution. Tn anotlior, the areas vary with the tvpe of program offered, 
and a third suggests adding 25 percent for service snnee . l*he standard areas 
range from 5 to 20 NASV/TTg student at the undergraduate level in colleges 
and universities and un to 40 !lASr/}'1'K student at the graduate level. 

The last state, Iowa, specifies the size of office by eight steps of 
academic rank and by tv?o academic levels, college level or department level. 
Areas range from 70 NASr for a graduate student to 150 NASF for a professor 
and 225 NASF for the ndnlnlstratl vo head of a college. 
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Llbrarlef? 

Sixteen of the surveyed states have standards for library planning. 

Ten of the 16 states reported standards anpllcahle to stack space, study 
space, and service space, Tliroe states pave staiularcls only for sta :k and 
study space, two more for study space alone, and one for stack space alone, 

Only three states gave any Indication of a desired number of volumes related 
to institutional size or enrollment, 

Standards for stack space, 14 In all, were uniformly In terms of 
net square feet per volume to be housed or the reciprocal , the number of 
volumes per square foot of stack space, Values ranged from 0,067 NASF/volume 
(15 volumes per net souarc foot) to 0,10 NASF/volumc (10 volumes per net square 
foot) • 

Study or reader space standards reported by 15 states were all in units 
of net assignable square feet. Nine states expressed their standards as net 
area per FTF student, Five states expressed their standards as net areas for 
a percentage of the FTR enrollment. One state used net area per full-time 
student, and one used net area per station without Indicating the basis for 
providing stations. Areas provided for a percentage of the FTK enrollment 
were In the range of 18 to 30 net square feet, and the stations were provided 
for cither 20 or 25 percent of the enrollment. Areas provided per FTE enroll- 
ment ranged in size from 5 net square feet per lower division undergraduate to 
10.2 net square feet, division not specified. 

Ten states reported standards for library service areas. One state pro- 
posed the same standard as for office space, two states specified an area per 
library staff member, two more suggested a percentage of the study space, and 
five states expressed service area as a percentage of the total of stack and 
study space. 
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Library standards^ as reported, are remarkably consistent in form and 
In value. Perhaps most noteworthy is the fact that some states which have 
adopted comprehensive standards and factors for all other types of space 
make no mention of libraries. 

INVENTORY AND IJTILIZATTON DATA 

Information regarding existing facilities and their utilization appears 
less complete and less uniform than information on planning standards. 

Only 17 of the 27 states presented any data on the facilities 
they presently in use. Fifteen of these 17 states offered in- 

ventory data. Twelve states reported data on utilization, and 11 states 
showed both inventory and utilization data. Of the 17 states indicating some 
form of inventory or utilization data, lA also reported standards or factors 
for planning or projecting space needs. 

To facilitate comparisons, inventory data arc presented only for tlie four 
types of space covered by standards and factors — classroom, class laboratory, 
office, and library. Utilization data were sought only for classrooms and class 
laboratories. There are no accented units for measuring and comparing the 
utilization of offices and libraries. Six states either reported the anounts 
of each type of space in NASF/FTE student or supplied the elements from which 
these units could be computed. One state, Missouri, reported gross sc^uare feet 
per FTE student* Florida offered a statewide total of net assignable area and 
the percentage distribution to different types of space. Three states showed 
statewide totals of net assignable area in some or all of the four types of 
space. All that could he found for one state was the average student station 
size in class laboratories. 
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The utilization data from 10 states showed some combination of 
% Stn Occ, NMSF/Stn>or space f«ictors to gauge the use of classroom and class 
laboratory space. In some instances data appeared in different units* Foot- 
notes on table 2 Identify the items derived from other data by comj utatlon. 
Classrooms 

The Inventories of seven states shov.^ed classroom soace rant>lng from 9,05 
KASF to 15.1 NASr/FTE student. Tlie average of these values is 12.2 NASF. 
Missouri reports 13.6 gross SF/FTE student* Florida reports 12.2 perii-nt of 
Its statewide total of assignable area as being in classrooms. Kentucky, New 
Hampshire, Oklahoma, .South Dakota, and Wisconsin merely sliow a statewide total 
net area In classroom space. Tliose values are absolute and do not relate to 
other data at hand* 

Values of Hrs/l^ and % Stn Occ are given In table 2 for seven states as 
indicators of classroom utilization. T\yn of these seven states also report 
an average value for the size of student station, making It possible to cal- 
culate space factors for classroom use. Ti^o other states in that group of 
seven report classroom space factors without stating the values of NASF/Stn 
used In cemputation. 

Delaware indicates classroom utilization using a space factor obtained 
by dividing the total net area of classroom space by the total nuriber of weekly 
student contact hours. Kansas reports an average value of student station 
size and a classroom factor without giving any other data. North Carolina and 
Oklahoma state factors alone with no indication how they are computed. 

Class Laboratories 

Inventory information on class laboratories Is available In the same form 
from the same states as is the classroom information. There Is one additional 
item; Colorado lists an average value for the size of student station. 



utilization data for clasn laboratories closely parallel the data for 
classrooms except that there is no entry for Oklahoma, but one additional 
entry from Indiana indicates a value for the size of student station. 

Offices 

Seven states Inventory their office space in terms of the area provided 
per FTE student. Six use net area figures, one a gross area. One state re- 
ports office space as net area per FTP. occupant and one other as net area per 
FTP faculty. Florida indicates office space as a percentage of a statewide 
total net area. TVo states report their total net areas of office space. 
Libraries 

Only 11 states offered any measure of their library space, and those 
reports tended to be vague. It is not clear whether study spaces are con- 
sidered as separate or whether they are lumped In with library space. Six 
states report space per FTK student, five In net areas and one In gross area. 
Florida reports a percentage of its statewide total net area as being library 
space. Four states offer statewide total net library areas. 

O ther 

The data from seven states Include, directly or bv derivation, an item 
listed in table 2 as the Comprehensive Unit Measure. This is the total area 
of nonresidential facilities per FTE student. Six of the values given are 
in net assignable square feet; the Missouri value is in gross square feet. 

COMPARISONS: STAN HARDS AND FACTORS VS. 

INVENTORY AND UTILT7.ATTON DATA 

Clas srooms 

Only one direct comp.irlson may be made between standards and inventory. 

New Jersey is the only state using the sane tmits of net assignable square 

feet per FTE student in both c.iscs. Kew Jersey's average classroom standard 

of 12.3 NASF/FTE compares with Its average Inventory value of 9.9 NASF/KTE. 
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There Is nore to he seen when comoflrlnp, oJassreom standards to utiliza- 
tion. Seven states report clnssroon space factors both for plnnnlnp, and as 
a measure o* utilization. Theoretical and .actual factors compare as follows: 





Planning; Space Factor 


Actu.-}! Space Factor 
(Statewide Average) 


Arkansas 


0.83 


0.90 


Delaware 


1.00 


1.008 


Illinois 


0.83 


1.05 


Indiana 


1.00 


1.02 


Ok I .shoma 


0.80 


0.80 


.South Dakota 


0.7A 


1.11 


Wisconsin 


0.82 


0.8A 



Cl.iss l.aboratorlo s 

Again, N'ew Jersey is the cnlv state whose standards are in the sane tinits 
as the inventory data. Tliis time, however, a direct comparison is not sig- 
nificant. The standards range from 5.2 to A6.9 KASr/TTK; the average inventory 
value of six institutions is 11.9 NA.5F/FTK. Better comparisons are available 
in Table 28, New Jersey Inv e.nt ory and U tilization Data. The column headed 
Class Labs Ic.ads off with a value of 10.9 NASF/FTF, the standard for a A-ycar 
college, program in education. Below that are the Inventory values for six 
reporting institutions. 

The available data in class laboratories suggest the sane sort of com- 
parison between theoretical and .actual that was made for classrooms. Six 
states report class Inboralory sf>ace factors for planning and for utilization: 
their comparison follows: 
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State 


Planning Space Factor 


Actual Space Factor 
(Statewide Average) 


Arkansas 


3.13 


1.17 


Doliiware 


1 

o 


5.13 


Illinois 


11.0 - 1.56 


4.48 


Indiana 


4.5 


5.12 


South Dakota 


7.85 - 1.57 


4.18 


Wisconsin 


3.7 


2.77 


Offices 







Althouf^h 18 states indicate standards for projecting office space re- 
quirements and 14 states report inventorv data, direct comparison may be 
made in only three cases where standards and Inventory are stated in comparable 
units. New Jersey lists 9.3 net square feet per FTF! student as the standard 
for office space, while the New Jersey inventory shows office area amounting 
to 7.7 net square feet per FTE student. South Dakota proposes 120 net square 
feet of office space per FTE faculty and reports having 118.1 MASF on the 
same basis; Illinois proposes 113 net square feet per FTE faculty and reports 
146 net square feet on inventory. 

So relation of standard to utilization can be developed, there being no 
measure of the utilization of offices. 

Libraries 

Library data afford only three direct comparisons although there are 
16 standards proposed and 11 Inventory entries. Illinois, Indiana, and 
Sew Jersey list planning standards and inventory quantities in net square feet 
of study space per FTE student as shown helovs 



State 


Standard yASF/FTE 


Inventory HAST/ FTE 


Illinois 


7 


5.1 


Indiana 


7 


12.0 




Sew Jersey 



11.0 



16* 

^'3 



7.5 



Missouri proposes 8i33 net squnrc feet of study space per FTE student 
as a library plannlnp, standard. In Its Inventory Missouri lists ll.S gross 
square feet per TTE student. On the assumption that the ratio of net to gross 
area Is 0.6, the Inventory quantity would be approximately 6.9 net square feet 
to compare to the standard of 8.33 net square feet. 

Other Factors 

Among other Inventory data, six states listed values of net assignable 
area of nonresldentlal space per FTF. student, and one stutc used gross area. 

Of these, only Kansas had proposed a value for net assignable nonresldentlal 
area per student as a standard. Tlie comparison Is 105 NA8F/FTF. o :udent as a 
standard versus 97.63 NASF/FFF. student reported In Inventory. 

In addition to the four major types of space featured In this report, the 
United States Office of Education lists five other types— special use, general 
use, supporting, medical care, and residential. Among the 27 state reports 
surveyed, there Is random acknowledgment of these other types of space. Some 
states propose standards and factors to project the needs for these other types 
of space; some sta s Include Inventory Information on these other types. 

Being primarily concerned with classrooms, class laboratories, offices, and 
libraries In this report, we have made no special effort to retrieve and re- 
port data on these other kinds of space and have done so only when It appeared 
con'.enlently with the data we sought. 

Bupysary and Conclusion 

Tables 1 and 2, following, sinnarlee standards and space factors. In- 
ventory and utlllratlon data from the reports of 27 states. State-bv-state 
data backing up the entries In tables 1 and 2 are given In the Individual 
state tables, numbers 3 to A2, Inclusive. 



An overview of the summary tables suggests an emergent uniformity re- 
garding the needs, the units, and the values of standards and factors for 
projecting space requirements. Tliere is less uniformity in the manner of 
tallying existing facilities or evaluating their utilisation, j.nd such 
uniformity as may be found here is expressed in units different from those 
used for standards and factors. The opportunities for direct comparison be- 
tween ideal and actual are too few to establish any significant relation. 



APPKNDIX A 



CLORSARY OK ITJCtR 



csr 

NARK 

riK 

Stn 

NASr/Stn 

WSIl 

% Rtn Occ 
Krs/\r-f 

NAsr/wsn 

:;Asr/FTE 



Grogs Squorc Feet. TIig totnl floor orco of o facility computed 
from its outside dimensions and including, \;all thicknesses* 
columnsi circulation space* norvicc and maintenance arcp.s* 
equipmen t rooms , etc. 

Ket Assip.nable Square Feet (sometimes stated merely as ARK* 
omitting word Ke t ) . Tlic net area vrithln a facility ^'l^lch 
can actually be occupied and used for specified purposes, 
such as the area of a classroom, office, or laboratory com- 
puted from wall-to-wall dimensions. 

Full-Time Fouivalcnt. A theoretical number of full-time 
students or faculty having the same need for space as docs 
the actual total faculty and enrollment of full-tine, part- 
time, evening, nonmatriculatcd , and graduate students. One 
method of calculating FTK students is to divide the total 
credit hours of instruction presented by an institution by 
the number of credit hours in a normal full-time student 
load. FTK faculty may be computed by dividing total credit 
hours by the number of credit hours in a normal teaching 
load. (New York computes FTF students as the sum of full- 
time students plus one-third of the part-time students.) 

Rtudent Station. The place taken by a student using a facility 
for its intended purpose during scliedulcd use time. 

Net Assignable Rquare Feet per Rtudent Rtation. tlic number 
of square feet per seat or work space calculated by dividing 
the total net area of the snace hy the number of stations 
located therein. 

^ecklv Student Hours (or clock hours). The amount of tine 
in hours students occupy a room each week for the scheduled 
activities required hv the courses offered. 

Occupancy Factor. The percentage of student stations that 
are occupied within a particular room or space when that 
space is scheduled for use. Sometimes stated as percent 
utilization. 

Hours per Keck. The number of Imurs each v^eek that a 
particular type of snace is scheduled. 

Net Assignable Square Feet per Weekly Rtudent Four. The amount 
of net space required to accomplish 1 student hour of Instruc-* 
tlon in a week. Frequently referred to as the space factor. 

Net /ssignaMo Square Feet per Full-Time Feuivalent. the 
amotint of seace needed bv each full-tine equivalent stutlent 
or staff v'm occupies the space. 

Net Assignable Square Feet per ^’ol\ime. Pie snace required to 
accommodate one voU^, ustiaJly hound, or its equivalent. 
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Table 3: ARKANSAS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 









Hra 


NASF NASF 


NASF 








per 


X Stn per per 


pei 




Room Type 


Ranite 


Wk 


Occ Stn WSH 


FTE Stu 


1. 


Claaaroona 


- 


30 


60 15 0.83 


- 


2 


Teaching laboratoriea 


- 


20 


80 50 3.13 


- 


3. 


Reaearch apace 


1 


nq* 


ft. per FTE undergrad. 








65 


8q» 


ft. per FTE taaatera 








820 


6q» 


ft. per FTE doctoral 




A. 


Faculty officea 


130 


NASF per FTE faculty 




5. 


Library 


25,000 


vol. 


for firat 600 FTE atudenta 






4 8,000 


vol. 


for each additional 200 PTE atudenta 






0.1 


aq. 


ft. per vol. for firat 150,000 vola. 






0.09 


aq. 


ft. per vol. for next 150,000 vola. 






0.08 


aq. 


ft. per vol. for next 300,000 vola. 






0.07 


aq . 


ft. per vol. for all additional 


vola. 



6. Reilo NASF/CSF -0.7 



7. Coat factor • $29tOO per GSF 

8. Other atandarda for atudent health, louftA>« recreation, and domltory facilliiea 
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Table 4: ARKANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA» 1968 

NASF/FTE Student by Room Type and Institutional Control 





Public 


Public 




Statewide 


Room Type 


Col and Univ 


Com Col 


Private 


Average 


Cleaarooma 


13.4 


25.9 


19.5 


15.1 


Teaching laboratorlea 


11.1 


29.0 


13.3 


12.2 


Phya. ed. laba. 


5.0 


13.6 


12.7 


6.9 


Faculty officea 


6.9 


5.0 


8.1 


7.1 


Other inatr. apace 


12.3 


10.3 


22.2 


14.4 


Total Inatr. apace 


48.7 


83.8 


75.8 


55.7 


Total NASF 


84.5 


102.6 


111.0 


90.8 



Utlliaatlon aumary Jerlvad froo utllitatlon and Inventory dates 



Public col and uftlv 
(nine Inatltutlona) 

Public com cole 
(tvo Inatltutlona) 

Private cola and univ 
(eleven Inatltutlona) 



O 




Clasarooms 


Avg Hra/Vk 
COay) _ 


X Stn 
Occ 


Space 

Factor 


24.0 


61.8 


0.90 


10.4 


61.8 


4.04 


16.1 


63.8 


2.02 






Teaching Laba 


Avg Hra/Wk 
(Oay) . 


X Stn 
Occ 


Space 

Factor 


13.3 


71.4 


1.17 


13.4 


69.8 


3.09 


8.7 


54.0 


2.83 



Table 5: 



CALIFORNIA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 



Room Type 


Ranee 


Hrs 

Wk 


X Stn 
Occ 


NASF 

Stn 


NASF 

WSH 


NASF 
FTE Stu 


1. Classrooms 




34 


661 


15 


0.67 


- 


2. Labs (14 subject fields and 
Life and biology 


24 Junior college fields) 
High 20 801 60 


3.75 




Low 


25 


851 


55 


2.60 


- 


MPE 


High 


20 


801 


no 


6.90 


- 




Low 


25 


851 


30 


1.90 


- 


Social sciences 


High 


20 


801 


60 


3.75 


- 




Low 


25 


851 


30 


1.40 


- 


Hunanltles 


High 


20 


801 


65 


4.05 


«» 




Low 


25 


851 


40 


1.90 




Professions 


High 


20 


801 


60 


3.75 


m 




Low 


25 


851 


30 


1.40 


- 


Junior colleges 


High 


25 


851 


200 


9.40 


m 


Low 


25 


851 


30 


1.40 




3. Office Space 


Universities 


- 


- 




130 


- 


- 


Colleges 


m 


- 


- 


no 




- 


Jr collegest enrollment 
under 1000 


m 






80 




140 


Jr colleges, enrollment 
1000 or more 








80 




160 



A. Library 
Stack 
Study 
Service 



.10 ASF/volune 

Stations for 20t of enrolleent 

AOO square feet basic 140 ASF/FTE staff 
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Table 6; COLORADO SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 



1. Claaarooaa and Claaaroon Service Space 

tira/Wk > Stn Occ ASF/Stn ASF/WSH 

30 67 16.125 (15 + 7.5X Service) 

2. Teaching Laboratories and Service Space 

High 15 80 70.125 (55 + 27. 5X Sve) 5.84 

Low 20 80 47.0 (40 + 17. 5X Sve) 2.94 

3. Offices 

168 ASF per FTE faculty (120 ASF + 40X Sve and Clerical) 

4. Library 

Readers! 6.25 ASF/FTE studentt universities 

5 ASF/FTE student, other Institutions 

Stacks! 0.0833 ASF per volune 

Service: 25X of stack and reader space 
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Table 7: COLORADO INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA, I9S8 

Square Feet per Student Station In Class Laboratorlca 



Institution Type NASF/Stn 

1. State colleges and universities 44 

2. State 2-year colleges 69 

3. All state Institutions 46 

4. District 2-year colleges 39 

5. Private colleges and universities 33 

6. All Instltutlonjj 45 





Table 8; CONNECTICUT SPACE FACTORS AND STANDARDS 





Gross 


Gross 




Sq Ft 


Sq Ft 




Student 


Student 


Nonresldentlal (subtotal) 


U7 




Instructional 




98 


Research 




24 


General 




14 


Auxiliary 




1 


Residential (subtotal) 


237 




Total Space 


/i84 
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Table 9: DELAWARE SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 



(Recommended by Academy for Educational Development) 



Classroom 



Less than 1,000 FTE students 
With 1,000 to 3,000 
More than 3,000 



1.00 NASF/WSH 

0.83 

0.67 



Laboratory 



Graduate program including agriculture 
Undergraduate liberal arts program 
Technical programs 



4.5 NASF/WSH 

3.0 

4.5 



Office 



An allowance of 140 net assignable square feet per person requiring office 
space (to include office-service space and conference rooms). 



Library 

An allowance of 1 NASF/10 volumes for stack space. 

An allowance of 20 NASF/ reader for 25 percent of the students. 
Service space to be treated similar to office space. 



All other 

Special use facilities, general^use facilities, supporting facilities, 
and residential facilities should depend on the needs of the individual 
facility. 
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Table 10: DFLAVAI’K TKVF.NTOPY AND UTIMZATTON DATA 



Inventory. Fall 1967; NASF/FTE Student by Room Type and Institution 





Del Tech and 


Del St 


U of 


Brandy- 


Wesley 


Room Type 


Comm Col 


Col 


Del 


wine 


Col 


Classroom 


63.92 


39.50 


13.16 


13.57 


11.50 


Laboratory 


43.30 


66.45 


39.00 


- 


16.47 


Office 


24.32 


35.93 


24.81 


6.03 


21.13 


Study facilities 


8.68 


17.82 


15.75 


1.14 


7.81 


Special-use facilities 


2.71 


44.35 


20.16 


3.23 


23.56 


General-use facilities 


30.40 


73.17 


13.99 


11.41 


36.18 


Supporting facilities 


21.64 


4.66 


11.18 


1.48 


13.72 


Total NASF/FTE student 


195.97 


281.88 


138.05 


36.86 


130.37 


Utilization 


1 Classroom 


&nd Laboratory, Fall 


1967 





Institution 



Del Tech and Comm Ccl 
Delaware State College 
University of Delaware 
Subtotal 

Brandyvi ^ College 
Wesley College 
Subtotal 



Classroom Laboratory 



Student 

Contact 

Hours 


NASF 


NASF 

per 

SCH 


Student 

Contact 

Hours 


NASF 


NASF 

per 

SCH 


7,666 


17,681 


2.306 


615 


8,230 


13.38 


11,454 


30,540 


2.667 


2,549 


48,423 


19.00 


107,860 


86,487 

134,708 


.801 


26,533 


107,869 


4.07 


126.980 


1.061 


29,697 


164.522 


5.54 


14,794 


10,576 


.715 


1,968 


3,320 


1.69 


10,737 


8,404 


.782 


3,362 


12,038 


3.58 


25,531 


18,980 


.743 


5,330 


15,358 


2.88 


152.511 


153,688 


1.008 


35,027 


179,880 


5.13 



Grand Total 
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Table II: n.onrnA spate sTANOAnrs a\m> eactops 







Summary , XASr/ETE 


Enrol Imont 






_ •I'untor 


Collof^CS l>v 


Fnrollnent 








llm’er 1000 


inoo-Tioo 


2000 and Over Colleges 


Univcrsl ties 


Classrooms 


14. 1 


n. 1 


12.1 


12.4 


10.1 


Class labs 


11.8 


10.1 




6.5 


8.8 


Offices 


U.7 


11.7 


11.7 


13.7 


17.7 


Study 


7.8 


7.6 


7.5 


10.2 


11.8 


Special use 


15.0 


15.0 


15.0 


15.0 


18.0 


General use 


10.2 


8.2 


6.2 


30.0 


33.0 


Supporting 


2.5 


2.3 


2.2 


5.1 


6.0 


Pesiclcntial 


0.0 


Jli5 


0.0 


58.4 


60 . 9 


Total 


n_.i 


68.^ 


63.J) 


L51. 3 


166^3 



Standards for Tlassrooms ami Class laborator 





Junior 
I'nder 1000 


ColJop,es by 
1000-1959 


En roll men t 
200^ and Over 


C(>I loncs 


I’nivcrsi tie.s 


('1 assrooms 


Ilr/V.lc 


28 


28 


28 


30 


33 


% Stn occ 


60 


63 


70 


60 


60 


N/\Sl7.Stn 


IS 


18 


IS 


16 


15 


M/'Sr/KS!! 


1.07 


0.90 


0.02 


0 . 09 


0. 76 



Clnss l.abs 












llr/Kk 


18 


21 


24 


2(1 


21 


7 .- .8tn occ 


00 


SO 


30 


80 


80 


i:Asr/stn 


55 


53 


55 


55 


55 




3.82 


3.27 


2.87 


3.43 


3.27 
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Table 12? FLORIDA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA, 1968 



Reported in North Carolina Facilities Inventory 
and Uttltzatton Study, 1968 



Inventory; Percentage Distribution of Net Assignable Area 
bv^oonTType and Institutional Control 



Net Study 





Assignable 


Clrm 


Lab 


Office 


Faclls 




Sq Ft 


7. 


7. 


X 


X 


Public cols and univ 


9,739,949 


8.0 


25.1 


19.7 


8.5 


Public jr cols 


3,882,080 


23.8 


22.0 


16.2 


10.1 


Priv cols and univ 


5,249,804 


9.4 


11.5 


11.7 


8.3 


Prlv Jr cols 


182,543 


8.7 


2.0 


4.8 


2.9 


Total, public and 
priv inst 


19.054.376 


12.2 


20.3 


16.4 


8.8 



Utilization; Scheduled Hours per Week and Percent Stations Occupied 
when Room in Use, Classrooms and Class Labs by 
Institutional Control 





Classrooms 


Class 


Labs 






X Stn 




X Stn 




Hr/Wk 


Occ 


M AJk 


Occ 


Public cols and univ 


24,4 


58.8 


;:.6 


57.9 


Public jr cols 


22.7 


60.0 


14.0 


59.6 


Priv cols and univ 


16.6 


51.4 


3.4 


66.4 


Priv jr cols 


19.0 


52.4 


0 


0 


Totalt public and 
priv Inst 


21.9 


57.9 


9.1 


59.9 
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Table 13: ILLINOIS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 







ilrs 


% Stn 


NASF 


NASF 


Room Type 


Range 




Occ 


Stn 


h’SH 


Classroom 


- 


30 


60% 


15 


0.83 


l.abs (10 subject fields 


subdivided into 


58 master 


areas) 






Agriculture 


High 


20 


80% 


160 


10.00 




Low 


2^ 


80% 


65 


3.39 


business 


High 


20 


80% 


32 


2.00 




Low 


21* 


80% 


32 


1.67 


Education 


High 


20 


80% 


65 


4.06 




Lov; 


21* 


80% 


32 


1.67 


Engineering 


High 


20 


80% 


160 


10.00 




l.ov 


21* 


80% 


32 


1.67 


Arts 


High 


20 


80% 


100 


6.25 






21* 


80% 


48 


2.50 


Journalism 


High 


20 


80% 


96 


6.00 




1>0W 


V* 


80% 


48 


2.50 


Liberal Arts 


High 


20 


80% 


68 


4.25 




Low 


2t* 


80% 


30 


1.56 


Library Science 


High 


20 


80% 


48 


3.00 




T.ow 


2A 


80% 


48 


2.50 


Physical Education 


Hip.h 


20 


80% 


250 


11.00 


Low 


24 


80% 


32 


1.67 


R.O.T.C. 


High 


20 


80% 


32 


2.00 




Low 


24 


80% 


32 


1.67 



3. Offices 

Staff> 25 135 NASF/FTE Staff 

Staff <25 135 NASF/FTF. Staff and conference space 

4. Research space based on research demand units calculated for 105 research areas 

5. Storage based on percent of total NASF space allotment for department 

6. Library Stack--. 1 NASF/V^olume to .07 NASF/Volume based on size of library 

Study— 7.5 NASF/FTE undergrad +7.5 NASF/FTE grad + 15 NASF/FTR faculty 
Service — 25% of study space 

7. Commons Space — 1.5 NASF/FTE student 

1.0 NASF/FTE student additional if large % of commuters 

8. Physical Plant— 2.2% of total NASF 

9. Student Services — 8.25 NASF/FTR student residential 

9.25 NASF/FTE student commuter 

10. Health Services— Range of 4.0 NASF/FTE student to 1.5 NASF/FTE Student based 

on increases in enrollment 

11. Inactive Space — 1% of total academic space 

12. Non I & R Gymnasium — 12.1 NASF/Undergrad + alloK^ances for grad students and staff 

13. Purchasing Stores--Range of 1.0 NASF/FTE student to 4.5 NASF/FTE Student based 

on level of student 
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Table 14: TLUNOIS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Inventory from Statewide Space Survev> Fall Term 1965 



Type of Space 



Statewide Grand 
Mean, NASF/FTE Student 



Classroom?; 16.5 

Teaching laboratories 13.7 

Office , Including conference 1^6. 52 

Library, reading and study 5.1 



Utilization: Scheduled Hours per Week and Percent Stations Occupied 

When Roo m In Use^ Classrooms and Class Labs by 
Institutional Control 



Classrooms Class Labs 

T~Str\ ~!TStn 





Hr/Wk 


Occ 


NASF/Stn 


Hr/Wk 


Occ 


NASF/Stn 


Public universities 


29.7 


56.4 


14.7 


18.9 


79.9 


69.7 


Public Junior colleges 


39.3 


59.1 


16.6 


30.8 


91.4 


33.7 


Private universities 


23.2 


58.2 


15.8 


15.7 


74.7 


51.7 


Private 4-year colleges 


19.8 


56.2 


16.8 


15.2 


70.0 


43.8 


Private junior colleges 


20.1 


56.9 


19.3 


14.1 


77.2 


49.3 


Totali public and 


private institutions 


23.5 


57.0 


16.3 


16.6 


74.3 


47.8 





Table 15: INDIANA SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 







Hrs % Stn 


NASF 


NASF 


NASF 


Room Type 




\1k 


Occ 


Stn 


WSH 


FTE Fac 


1. Classrooms 




30 


507. 


15.0 


1.00 


- 


2. Laboratories 














Teachinp, 




20 


757. 


67.4 


A. 50 


- 


Research-Soc 


Sci 


- 


- 


- 


- 


13 


Beh 


Scl 


- 


- 


- 


- 


100 


Phy 


Sci 


- 


- 


- 


- 


300 


Life 


1 Scl 


- 


- 


- 


- 


600 


Music Practice 


AO 


lOOX 


72.0 


1.80 


- 


Music Studio 




AO 


lUOX 


496.0 


12. AO 


- 


3. Offices 




lAO 


NASF/FTE 


staff 






4. Library 














Study 




3.5 


NASF/undergrad, law, and graduate student 


Stack 




.10 


MASF/volume 






Carrel 




3.5 


NASF/law 


and graduate student 




Service 




227. 


of study 


and carrel 







Museum 1% of total 



5. Gymnasium 15.70 NASF/WSH 

6. Storage 2% of academic for each department 
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Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Inventory, Fall 1967 ; 



NASF/FTE Student by Type of Space and Type of Institution 



Public Support 



Type of Space 


NASF/Stn 

(Statewide) 


Private 

Support 


State 

Univ, 


Regional 

Campuses 


Statewide 


Classrooms 


lA.A 


17.5 


10.0 


15.1 


13.1 


Teaching labs 


38.3 


31.0 


30.0 


12.7 


28.3 


Research labs 


19A.0 


3.4 


12.8 


0.6 


8.1 


Offices 


129.2 


19.3 


26.6 


10.3 


22.2 


Library 


60.4 


19.0 


9.1 


5.3 


12.0 


Support 


- 


6.8 


17.7 


3.1 


13.0 


General use 


- 


24.5 


10.1 


7.4 


14.7 


Medical care 


- 


0.3 


1.3 


- 


0.8 


Residential 


- 


1.0 


2.3 


- 


1.5 


Other 


- 


5.4 


6.0 


1.9 


5.3 


Total 




130.5 


125.9 


56.3 


119.4 



Office 


Area/FTE Staff 






Department Function 










Admin and genl serv 


179 


140 




154 


Instruction and research 


142 


158 


- 


146 


Other nonres depts 


131 


115 




122 


Total 


151 


143 


89 


141 


Lib rary 




Study 


Carrell 


Total 



Statewide area/station 27.6 35.7 60. A 
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Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont'd.) 



Utilization: 



Composite Utilization (NASF/WSH) for Classrooms 
by Campus Size and Program Emphasis, Fall 1967 



Avf> Room Percent 

Hours Stn Use NASF/WSH 



School Grouping 




Campus Size 




Under 500 


15.7 


501- 750 


18.6 


751-1500 


17.7 


1501-5000 


18.8 


Over 5000 


30.0 


Program Emphasis 




Liberal Arts 
under 2000 


18.2 


Liberal Arts 
over 2000 


19.9 


Engr/technical 


20.5 


Regional campuses 


16. A 


Multiprogram 


31.2 


Statewide Total 


23.9 



O 




Eve 


£3Z 


Eve 




Eve 


4.3 


47 


56 


1.97 


6.34 


3.7 


46 


38 


1.63 


11.45 


5.9 


56 


44 


1.42 


5.68 


9.8 


55 


49 


1.36 


3.10 


6.1 


56 


49 


.80 


4.58 



4.8 


52 


41 


1.52 


6.83 


8.0 


55 


49 


1.24 


3.33 


4.3 


56 


4i 


1.35 


8.37 


9.7 


57 


51 


1.38 


2.83 


5.2 


56 


48 


.78 


5.61 


7.1 


56 


49 


1.02 


4.02 
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Table 16: INDIANA INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont’d.) 



Utilization (cont^d, ) : 

Teaching Lab Utilization by Campus Size, 
Program Emphasis and Source of Support > Fall 1967 



School Grouping 

Campus Size 
Under 500 

501- 750 

751-1500 

1501-5000 

Over 5000 

Program Emphasis 

Liberal Arts under 2000 
Liberal Arts over 2000 
Engr/technical 
Regional campuses 
Multiprogram 

Source of Support 
Public 
Private 







Average 
Rra Hrs 


Percent 
Stn Use 


NASF/Stn 


NASF/WSH 


1A.9 


77 


A2.1 


4.98 


12.7 


51 


28.9 


6.33 


12.2 


60 


36.5 


7.93 


18.0 


58 


37. A 


6.05 


19.5 


66 


35.3 


4.44 



12.5 


58 


36.0 


7.03 


19.0 


64 


37.4 


5.23 


13.5 


61 


42.7 


9.18 


20.0 


57 


33.2 


4.84 


19.5 


66 


35.3 


4.48 



20.1 


65 


36.4 


4.48 


14.6 


60 


35.3 


6.52 


17.5 




35.9 


5.12 
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Statewide Total 



Table 17 



IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 







Hrs 


X Stn 


NASF 


NASF 


Room Type 


Range 


Wk 


Occ 




Stn 


WSH 


I* Classrooms (minimum size 


of 400 square feet) 










Class Size: 














Loss than 35 


- 


30 


60?: 




18 


1.00 


35 to 60 


- 


30 


60% 




15 


0.83 


61 to 150 


- 


30 


60% 




12 


0.66 


Over 150 


- 


30 ' 


60% 




10 


0.55 


2* Laboratories (based on 63 


subject fields) 










Agriculture 


High 


20 


80% 




120 


7.50 




Low 


20 


80% 




22 


1.38 


Engineering 


High 


20 


80% 




120 


7.50 




Low 


20 


80% 




40 


2.50 


Home Economics 


High 


20 


80% 




110 


6.88 




Low 


20 


80% 




22 


1.38 


Science and Humanities 


High 


20 


80% 




96 


6.00 




Low 


20 


80% 




20 


1.25 


Vet Medicine 


High 


20 


80% 




65 


4.06 




Low 


20 


80% 




40 


2.50 


3. Library 














Stacks — 0,1 NASF/Voltfine 














Study — 30 NASF/Station 


for 25X of enrollment 










Carrels— 28 NASF 














Faculty study — 48 square feet 
Service — 19!!! of total library 












4. Offices 


College 




Department 






Administration head 


225 NASF 




180 


NASF 






Conference 


400 NASF 




300 


NASF 






Reception 


200 NASF 




150 


NASF 






Clerical 


80 NASF 




80 


NASF 






Files 


200 NASF 




100 


NASF 






Professor 


- 




150 


NASF 






Instructor (double) 


- 




160 


NASF 






Graduate 


- 




70 


NASF 







ERIC 
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Table 18: 



KANSAS SPACE STANDARDS AND FACTORS 



Standards; Kansas State Board of Regents, December 1968, 
cited 175 gross square feet per student as 
"conservative and reasonable" for the six state 
schools under Its jurisdiction. Assuming a net 
to gross ratio of 0.6. this becomes 105 NASF per 
FTE student. 



Table 19 



KANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Inventory, 1968 : 



Institutional Control 
Public A-year Institutions 
Private A«year 
Connunlty Junior colleftes 
Private 2>year colleges 



Nunber of 


Average 


Institutions 


NASF/FTE 


7 


97.6 


18 


16A.6 


16 


108. A 


5 


15A.7 



HONRESIDENTIAL SPACE, NASF/FTE STIDENT, WEIGHTED AVERAGES 

Teaching 





Classrooos 


Labs 


Offices 


Libraries 


Total 


A-year public 


9,05 


16.28 


19.30 


8.59 


97.65 


A-year private 


2A.59 


21.20 


17.93 


18.31 


16A.57 


CoMunlty Junior 


20.89 


26. A8 


10. A6 


10. A5 


108. <i2 


2*year private 


23.11 


28.58 


21.65 


16.82 


15A.7A 




‘ 39 * 
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Table 19: KANSAS INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA (cont'd.) 



Utlllgatlon , 1968: Summary of Space Factors for Classroons 

and Teaching Laboratories 



Classrooms Teaching I^bs 

Weighted Weighted 



College Croup 


High 


Low 


Avg 


High 


Low 


Avg 


4-year public 


1.17 


0.62 


0.74 


5.29 


1.77 


2.94 


4-year private 


2.42 


1.07 


1.71 


24.94 


1.54 


5.77 


2-year private 


3.70 


1.15 


1.69 


13.64 


1.94 


7.55 


Cocnmunlty Junior 


6.06 


0.77 


1.63 


15.23 


1.59 


4.37 



Office Area per Employee*^ 


Requiring Office Space 


College Group 


2 

Weighted Avg 
Sq Ft/Person 


4-year public 


142.13 


4-year private 


237.33 


2-year private 


186.30 


Coonunlty Junior 


174.92 



includes all enployees--full-ttme , part-time, graduate students 
Includes offices, conference roons, and office service areas 
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Table 20; KKNTTCKY SPACE STANPARDS AND FACTORS 







Mrs 


r. Stn 


NASF 


NASF 


Hoon Type 


Range 


vn; 


Occ 


Stn 


WSll 


Cld:)srooms 












20 Stns/Classroom 


- 


31 


66r. 


17 


0.83 


30 Stns/Clrissroom 


- 


31 


66^ 


15 


0.7A 


50 Stns/Classroora 


- 


31 


(, 67 . 


lA 


0.68 


125 StHs/Classroom 


- 


31 


667 . 


10 


0.A9 


250r Stns/ClaRsrooTn 


- 


31 


66 % 


9 


0. AA 


Ldboratorle^ 












rndergrad-Scienco 


High 


22 


85X 


50 


2.95 




IX)W 


22 


85X 


AO 


2.1A 


Undergrad-LIb Arts 


High 


22 


85X 


A5 


2.A1 




low 


22 


85X 


35 


2.06 


Universities 


Hiph 


22 


85X 


60 


3.21 




low 


22 


85X 


50 


2.95 



3. Offices 

Colleges and unlversitlee — lA NASr/FTE student 
lnlversltles-grad-“20“40 NASF/FTF, student 
Connunlty colleges- 12 NASF/FTE student 

A. Residential Space 

Pul- lie-- 11 3, 5 NASP/board-sd student 
Private — 120.0 NASF/boarded student 

5. Other Space (service, research, auditoriin, library, physical education, 
student union) 

Dining and lounge— 52 NASF/boarded student for lounge and dining 
Cownunlty colleges--75. A NASF/student 
Ceneral--66 NASF/FTE student 
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Table 21: KKN'TI CKY IMVKA'Tnpv ANH UTII-IZATION DATA 



Inventory (1967): Net Assignable Square Feet by Room Ty^je 

and Institutional Control 





Public 


Independent 


Total 


Room Type 


Sector 


Sector 


Comnonveal th 


Classroom 


785,636 


410,909 


1,196,545 


Laboratory 


1,138,420 


312,384 


1,470,804 


Office 


1,102,618 


438,340 


1,540,958 


Study 


571,114 


354,140 


925,254 


Special use 


1,484,235 


399,838 


1,884,073 


General use 


882,869 


969,727 


1,852,596 


Support 


1,456,966 


592,643 


2,049,629 


Medical care 


192,690 


2,076 


194,766 


Residential 


3,734,244 


1,785,901 


5,520,145 


Prorate 


299,653 


64,341 


363,994 


Other 


545,274 


14,383 


559,657 


Total 


12,213,739 


5^44^82 


17,558,421 



Utllltatlon 



Percent Mrs 


Scheduled 




of Insti- 


of 44 Hr 


Percent 


tutional Wk 


Week 


Stn Occ 



Public Sector 



General classrooms 


52 


61 


31 


Laboratories 


30 


36 


21 


Independent sector 


General classrooms 


40 


41 


23 


Laboratories 


20 


21 


13 



CoMionvealth Svnsary 
General classrooms 


49 


55 


29 


Laboratories 


27 


32 


19 





Table 22: MISSOURI SPACR STANDARDS AND FACTORS 



The following standards and factors have been tentatively adopted 
by six Mlasourl Institutio ns: 



Classroora space (excl> service) 
Laboratory space (excl. service) 

Faculty office space 

Library space 
Reader 
Stack 

(50,000 vols/flrst 600 FTE stu. plus 
200 students) 

Service 

Administrative space 
Physical plant space 
Other facilities bv enrollment 
Under 1000 
1000 to 3000 
Ov’er 3000 



0.833 NASF/WSH 

3.75 VASF/MSH 

125 NASF/FTE fac plus 25Jt 
of office space for service areas 

8.33 NASF/FTE stu 

1 NASF/15 vols 
10,000 vols. each add*l. 

25Z of reader and stack 
5 NASF/FTE stu 

7.5X of academic and general space 
25 NASF/FTE stu 

16 NASF/FTE stu, nlnlmin of 24,000 
14 NASF/FTE stu, mlnlmun of 48,000 
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Table 23: MISSOURI INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 





Inventory 1 


1968: Gross Sq Ft 


per FTP. Student 




Type of Space 




Public 

Institutions 


Private 

Institutions 


All 

Institutions 


Classroom 




10. 7 


20.3 


13.6 


Laboratory 




18.1 


33.3 


22.7 


Office 




1«.9 


26.2 


18.3 


Study 




8.7 


18.2 


11.5 


Special 




9. 7 


15.3 


11.3 


General 




12.0 


35.9 


19.1 


Support 




5.6 


18.5 


9.5 


Medical 




1.7 


8.4 


3.7 


Residential 




43.0 


87.8 


56.4 


Other 




62. 7 


134.4 


84.2 


T'- • 'I Cross Sq Ft 
p-4 FTF Student 


187.1 


398.3 


250.3 




Tn'.)lc 24: V.ONTA.'.’A SPaCF, STAM'AI'DS AN’H KAnorS 



Standards for Station Use 



Classrooms : 30 Hrs/Wc 0 60X Stn Occ ■ 18 Urs/Wk/Stn 



3. Offices - Faculty 

Public Service 
Administration 
*. Library - Study Space 



O 

ERIC 



160 Sq rt/FTE 

160 Sq Ft/FTE 

320 to 120 Sq Ft/FTE 

5 Sq Ft/FTE lover dlv 
? Sq Ft/FTE upper dlv 
9 Sq Ft/FTE ftrad student 

0.1 Sq Ft/voli«e 
Li>.# 



20 Hrs/Wk 0 80Z Stn Occ 


■ 16 Hrs/Wk/Stn 




Space Factors: 






Room Type 


Lower Dlv 


Upper Di> 


1. Classroons 


0.83 


0.83 


2. Class labs 






200 Life Science 


2.81 


4.38} 




4.38 


7.19) 


300 MCPE Sciences 


1.88 


1.83) 




7.50 


11.52) 


400 Behavioral Science 


2.19 


2.81 


500 Hunanltles 


2.81 


4.38 


600 Professions 


2.19 


2.19) 




2.81 


4.38) 


700 Technical-Vocational 


2.19 


2.19) 




7.19 


7.19) 



Range 

Range 



Range 

Range 



Stack Space 



Table 25; NKBl^ASKA SPAfF STANDARDS AND KACTOPS 





Hr5% 


% Stn 


NAfir 


NASF 






Occ 


^nj 


VSH 


Classrocns 


30 


65X 


15 


0.77 


Laboratories 


20 


MX 


30 


1.88 








Tabic 26: ll\'tpSHT'?F TV.’RNTOnY A':n ITIU^ATTnS’ DATA 



Statewide Sunmary of AselRnable Areas in Academic Type Space : 



Room Type 


NASF 


Classroom 


522,679 


Laboratory 


637,639 


Office 


290,179 


Library 


324,899 
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Table 27: NKW jr.R.SEY SPACE STANPARDS AND FACTORS 



Planning Modules, Net Square Feet per Full-Time Studint 



Undergraduate Public 
Institutions 


Classroofns 


Class Labs 


Office 
Fac Adn 


Library 


Other* 


Total 

NASF 


4-Year College 
Education 


9.6 


10.9 


9.5 


3.7 


11. 0 


36.5 


81.2 


Liberal Arts 


12.3 


5.2 


9.5 


3.7 


11.0 


36.5 


78.2 


Engineering 


15.0 


28.6 


15.2 


3.7 


11.0 


46.9 


120.4 


University 


Education 


10.8 


13.1 


9.5 


3.7 


11.0 


43.5 


91.6 


Liberal Arts 


13.0 


10.0 


9.5 


3.7 


11.0 


43.5 


90.7 


Engineering 


12.9 


46.9 


15.' 


3.7 


11.0 


53.9 


143.6 


2-Year College 


General academic 


11.4 


6.5 


9,5 


3.7 


8,7 


36.0 


75.8 


Career, nonlaboratory 


11.0 


13.0 


9.5 


3.7 


7.0 


36.0 


80.2 


Career, laboratory 


10.3 


47.9 


9.5 


3.7 


7.0 


36.0 


114.4 



•Other types of space include faculty reseitch, data processing, physical 
education, audiovisual, asseebly, dining ind snack facilities, lounge 
and recreation, merchandise, health, student affairs, heat, and storage. 





Table 28: NEW JERSEY INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Comparison of Actual NASF per Full-Tine Day Student at Six Public, 
Nonrealdentlal , Education Colleges with Standard Planning Modules 

for This Type of Institution 



Office Total 



Institution 


Classroom 


Class Labs 


Fac 


Adm 


Library 


Other* 


NASF 


Standard 


9.6 


10.9 


9.5 


3.7 


11.0 


36.5 


81.2 


Glasaboro 


9.8 


15.4 


8.7 


4.0 


7.6 


30.1 


75.6 


Jersey City 


7.4 


6.9 


6.6 


2.9 


4.2 


24.2 


52.2 


Montclair 


10.1 


13.9 


7.9 


2.7 


9.7 


30.2 


74.5 


Nevark 


11.3 


11.5 


8.7 


4.7 


5.0 


31.6 


72.8 


Paterson 


12.7 


9.0 


7.9 


2.9 


14.2 


33.9 


80.6 


Trenton 


8.0 


15.0 


6.5 


4.1 


4.5 


35.7 


73.8 



*0ther types of space Include faculty research, data processing, 
physical education, audiovisual, assembly, dining and snack 
facilities, lounge and recreation, merchandise , health, student 
affairs, heat, and storage. 








Table 29: NEW YORK INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



From 1967 Statewide Inventory of Higher Education Facilities 



Institution Control, Level 

and Type of ProRram Clrm 

A. 2-Year Colleges 



1. 


Private institutions 


24.0 


2. 


City University of N. Y. 


14.7 


3. 


Community colleges 


9.1 


4. 


‘Ag and tech colleges 


12.2 


4- 


Year and Graduate 




1. 


Private institutions 






a. 4-year colleges 


16.8 




h. Doctoral institutions 


13.6 


2. 


City University of N. Y. 






a. 4-year colleges 


8.8 




b. Doctoral center 


8.9 


3. 


State University 






a. University colleges 


17.2 




b. Statutory colleges 


21.6 




c. University centers 


13.9 


Professional programs 




1. 


Private institutions 






a. Law 


20.4 




b. Medicine 


17.7 




c. Religion 


33.8 


2. 


State University 






a. Medical centers 


18.9 





NASF/FTE Student 


Lab 


Office Study Fad Is 



29.2 


18.0 


17.2 


11.0 


10.9 


5.7 


12.7 


9.3 


3.7 


38.0 


16.9 


4.9 



18.6 


18.6 


12.9 


25.0 


27.1 


12.3 


11.1 


11.3 


5.2 


3.9 


40.5 


9.6 


22.8 


22.1 


8.4 


141.2 


65.4 


19.4 


31.7 


36.0 


16.9 



1.6 


20.8 


39.7 


224.8 


119.2 


24.1 


4.0 


47.9 


58.2 


235.7 


129.5 


22.5 





Table 30: NORTH CAROLINA INVENTORY ANO UTILIZATION DATA 



Selected Inventory Net Areas and Factor Indicating Utilization 



Institution by Control 
and Level 


NASF/FTE 


Class 


Factor* 


Lab Factor* 


1968 


1967 


1968 


1967 


1968 


1967 


1* Consolidated university 


120 


133 


1.20 


1.30 


5.83 


7.03 


2, Regional universities 


82 


76 


1.12 


1.17 


4.18 


4.04 


3. Public senior colleges 


102 


99 


1.57 


1.66 


4.67 


3.81 


4* Private universities 


211 


188 


1.57 


- 


7.56 


- 


5. Private 4-year colleges 


112 


108 


1.68 


2.08 


6.52 


8.40 


6. Private 2-year colleges 


88 


86 


1.21 


1.30 


3.05 


4.00 


7* Community col. system 


81 


8A 


1.21 


1.20 


3.72 


4.00 



*Factor - NASF/Stn 

Hrs/llk X % Stn Occ 
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Tnl.lu 31: nilTO SPACI’ STA’.'L'Ai'DS ANP FACTOFS 



F!oom Type 


Urs 

\5c 


NASH 
Stn ■ 


NASF 








Classrooms 


I.ecturc halls 


3f) 


10 


- 


Large (60-100) 


30 


13 


- 


Medium (30-60) 


30 


15 


- 


Small (15-30) 


30 


18 


- 


Seminar 


30 


20 


- 


Teaching Labs 


Lov;er division 


20 


AO 


- 


Upper division 


20 


60 


- 


Graduate 


20 


75 


- 


Drafting 


20 


35 


- 


Fine Arts 


20 


A5 


- 


Offices 


Faculty 


- 


- 


110 


Stenographic 


- 


- 


100 


Department head 


- 


- 


150 


Counselling office 


- 


- 


100 


Library 


Reading space 


- 


25 


- 


Carrels 


- 


35 


- 



Stacks — .08 NASF/Volume 



ERIC 
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Tabic 32: 0K1.AH0VA SPACF STANDARDS AND TACTOVS 



Rrs % Sta MASK NASP 



Room Type 


Ranee 


Wk 


Occ 


Stn 


WSH 


Classrooms 


Enroll <1000 


- 


27 


67% 


16 


0.89 


1000 <E <3000 


- 


2H 


67% 


16 


0.84 


3000 <enrollmcnt 


- 


30 


67% 


16 


0.80 


Laboratories (breakdown 
Life sciences 


hy subject fiold) 
24 


80% 


75 


3.90 


MCPE sciences 


- 


24 


80% 


144 


7.50 


Behav sciences 


- 


24 


80% 


60 


3.12 


Humanities 


- 


24 


80% 


48 


2.50 


Technical -Vocational 


(nine subject 
Hip.h 


field 

24 


areas) 

80% 


96 


5.00 




Low 


24 


80% 


38 


1.97 


General 


- 


24 


80% 


48 


2.50 



3* Offices 5 NASr/Lovrer division FTK student 

7 NASF/Upper division FTP, student 
12 NASF/Craduate FTE student 
Service 25% of total 

A. Other Instructional Space, by enrollment 

Under 1000 2A NASF/FTE student 

1000 to 3000 16 NASF/FTE student and minimum of 2A,000 NASF 

Over 3000 14 NASF/FTE student and minimum of 48,000 NASF 

5* Library 

Reader 5.00 NASF/FTE lower division, 6.25 NASF/FTE upper division, 

and 7.50 NASF/FTE graduate 

Stack .0667 NASF/Volume 

Service — -25% of reader + stack 

6. Administration Space 5 NASF/FTE student 
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Table 33: OKI.AHOM/ ICTKNTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Fall Semester, 1967 





Net Pennanent 


WSH 


Ratio 




Space Available 


1967 


NASF/WSH 


Classrooms 


642,156 


801.672 


0.80 


Class laboratories 


805,803 


- 


- 


Faculty offices 


464,520 


- 


- 


Libraries 


520,932 


- 


- 


Other instructional 


903,678 




- 


Administrative 


259,484 


- 


- 


Research: 

Lab facilities 


401,817 


- 


- 


Offices 


57,885 


- 





Table 34: OREGON SPACE STANDARDS AND EACTOkS 





Hrs 


Z Rtn 


Room Type 


\4k 


Occ 


Classrooms 


30 


60Z 


Laboratories 


20 


80% 


Physical Education 


30 






-55- 



62 



Table 35: SOl'T}’ CAPOMNA SPAfr: STA'IPAPDS A\’l) VACim^ 





Urs 


% Stn 


NAS)' 


NASF 






Occ 


Stn 


WSIl 


classrooms 


30 


60% 


15 


0.83 


Laboratories 


(bv 12 NASF/Stn 


al lotments) 






1 


20 


80% 


32 


2.00 


2 


20 


80% 


60 


2.50 


3 


20 


80% 


68 


3.00 


it 


20 


80% 


56 


3.50 


5 


20 


80% 


66 


6.00 


6 


20 


80% 


72 


6.50 


7 


20 


80% 


80 


5.00 


8 


20 


80% 


96 


6.00 


9 


20 


80% 


112 


7.00 


10 


20 


80% 


128 


8.00 


11 


20 


80% 


166 


9.00 


12 


20 


80% 


160 


10.00 


Offices 











Faculty 140 MASF/FTF faculty 

Administration 150 KASF/FTE administration staff 

Conference 50 NASF/FTF administration staff 

4. Libraries 

Stacks *083 NASI'/Volume 

Study 6*25 NASF/FTP. student 

Service 20% of stack and study space 

5. Pliyslcal Education 10 NASF/FTE student 



6* Health 1st 2000 students 4.0 NASF/FTF. student 

Next 3000 students 3.0 NASF/FTK student 

Next 5000 students 2.5 NASF/FTE student 

Next 5000 students- 2.0 NASF/FTF> student 



Beyond 15,000 students 1.5 NASF/FTF student 

7. General Use 10-15 NASlVFTE student 

8. Storap,e 2-4 NASF/FTE student 

9* Physical Plant— 2-3% of NASF 
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Table 36: SniiTH DAKOTA STACK ST/^NPARDS ANP) TACTOPS 



Room Type 
Classrooms 


NASF/Stn 


Hrs/lflt 


% Stn Occ 


Fixed seat 


12 


30 


67 


Movable seat 


15 


30 


67 


Seminar 


20 


30 


67 


Teaching labs 


30) 

150) Range 


24 


80 



Offices 

Librarles-Study space 
Stack space 
Stack capacity 



120 SF/FTE Occ 

25 NASF/Stn for 20% of enrollment 
3 NASF/FTE student 
12 Vols/Sq Ft of stack space 



ERIC 
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T.nl'lo 37: ''.ni'Ti: DAKOTA TMVK.NTOT'V A,Ml: nTLI7ATTO\ I ATA 



NASF 


NASF/Stn 


Hrs/Wk 


Z Stn 


Occ 


1967 1968 


1967 1968 


1967 1968 


1967 


1968 



Classrooms 


















Public 


191,311 


211,873 


14.1 


14.7 


26.4 


26.2 


61.1 


60.1 


Private 


78,172 


8<1,233 


13.8 




19.3 


18.9 


51.5 


52.3 


Total 


269, A83 


296,106 


14.0 


14.7 


23.2 


23.2 


55.5 


56.9 


Class Laboratories 


















Public 


300,372 


317,342 


40.1 


40.3 


15.1 


15.8 


- 


74.4 


Private 


53,826 


.55,988 


29.0 


29.1 


7.9 


8.4 


- 


66.6 


Total 


35A.198 


373,330 


37.9 


38.1 


12.8 


12.8 




71.1 


Offices 


















Public 


- 


275,221 




115.5 


NASF/FTE Occ 






Private 


- 


58.157 


- 


132.1 


NASF/FTE Occ 






Total 


- 


333,378 


- 


118.1 


NASF/FTE Occ 
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TnMc ' 



'ITN.'S SI’Af^r. nTA'Jii.MMif; ,\MI' I'AOni'S 





Mrs 


% Stn 


NASr 


NA8F 


l.oom Type 


Wk__ 


Occ 


sVn ” 


i{y{ 


Cl nss rooms 


30 


55% 


15 


0.90 


l-ahoratorl<5s (by 13 


subject field 


areas) 






Architecture 


20 


60% 


55 


4 . 40 


Art 


20 


60% 


60 


4 . 80 


Blolop,y 


20 


60% 


35 


2.80 


Chemistry 


20 


60% 


45 


3.60 


Communlcnt Ion 


20 


60% 


50 


4.00 


Languapo 


20 


60% 


35 


2.80 


Geolop, y 


20 


60% 


50 


4.00 


Home Economics 


20 


60% 


45 


3.60 


Music 


20 


60% 


30 


2.40 


Physics 


2.0 


60% 


45 


3.60 


Business Admin. 


20 


60% 


40 


3.20 


Education 


20 


60% 


40 


3.20 


Enpineerlnp 


20 


60% 


60 


4.80 



3. Of f i ces-Profcs3 ionnl 140 NASI'/rTI' professional 

Graduate 120 NASF/FTE pradUcTto assistant 

4. Support— 12.0 NASr/nr: staff 

50 NASF/KTl', liourly personnel 

5. Conference 20 NASP/TTK professional 

6. Research (by 21 research field areas) 

7. Professlonal-Lg. 250 NASI'/FTF. resnarch professional 

Sm. 50 NASF/riF. research professional 

8. Graduate Asslstant-I.R. 120 NAST/FTK research graduate assistant 

Sm. 40 MASF/FTF research graduate assistant 

9. Public Service— 80 NASF/FTK 

10, Storage 5X of NASF for organizational unit 





Tab In V) : SPACi: STAVOAPOS AND TACTODS 



As Reported in North Carolina 
F acilities Inventory and Utilization Study, 1968 





Hrs/Wk 


X StP Occ 


Classrooms 


30 


60 


Class labs 


20 


80 




Tahlc 40: VM'.ST VIRCTNTA SPACr STA'mAKDS AND UTTUZATION |)A’! / 



As Reported in North Carolina 
Facilitlea Inventory and Utilization Stud^ 



Stand'Srda Hra/\^ 

Classrooma 30 

Class labs 20 

Utilization (1967) 

Public Universities 



Classrooms 25 

Class labs 15 

Public Colleges 

Classrooms 24 

Class labs 17 

Private Colleges 

Classrooms 27 

Clasj labs 13 

Junior Colleges 

ClassrocQS 22 

Class labs 18 



O 

ERIC 



. 1968 



X Stn Oc c 
66 , 6 
80,0 



84.1 

93.1 

62.0 

72.4 

57.9 
74.3 

59.5 

65.9 



61 - 

68 



Table Al{ 



(WISCONSIN SPACE STANDAPnS AND FACTORS 



1. Classrooma: 15 sq. ft. /student station 

4- 1 sq. ft. for service 

4 - 0,5 sq. ft. for obsolescence 

16.5 NASF/Stn 

Hrs/Wk -30; % Stn. Occ. ■ 0,67 

Space factor - 16.5 - 0.821 NASF/WSH 

0.67 X 30 



2. Laboratories: NASF/Stn ■ SS sq. ft. per station plus 

16.5 sq. ft. for service 
Nrs/Wk • 24 

X Stn. Occ. ■ 80 

Space factor ■ 71.5 x hrs. one student in lab 

24 X 0.80 



3. Offices: 135 NASF/FTE staff, to include service, conference, etc., 

as overall average 



4. Libraries: Reading roons 

Carrel space 
Office and auxiliary 
support 
Stacks 



1 

j 



25 NASF/Stn x 20X enrcllnent 
25X grad, students x 45 NASF/Stn 

135 NASr X FTE lib staff 
10 vols/sq ft, nunber of volumes 
to be detemined by university 
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Table kl\ WISCONSIN INVENTORY AND UTILIZATION DATA 



Summary of Net Assignable Space Occupied, Fall 1967 



Classroom 
Class labs 
Research 

Of flce/confcrence 
Library 
Other study 
Athletic tx phys ed 
Special use 
General use 
Support 

Totals 



University of Wisconsin 
(four caapuses) 



485,446 

632,649 

1,333,791 

899,752 

414,526 

34,558 

462,600 

77,680 

316,900 

203,784 

4,861,686 



Wisconsin State University 
^ine c ampuses) 

453,256 

674,470 

61,278 

588,227 

247,808 

32,747 

517,148 

209,489 

741,484 

318,403 

3,844,310 



Utlllratlon 



University of Wisconsin Wisconsin State University 
(four c/unpuses) (nine campuses) 



Classrooms: 



Avg NASF/Stn 


11.97 


Avg )trs/Wk 


26.54 


Avg X Stn Occ 


53.74 


Factor 


0.84 



14.90 

31.43 

61.56 

0.77 



Class Laboratories: 



Avg NASF/Stn 


43.29 


Avg Hrs/Wk 


20.96 


Avg X Stn Occ 


74.63 


Factor 


2.77 



41.36 

22.55 

75.20 

2.47 
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APPENDIX C 



ANNOTATED BIBIJOCPAPHY 



Academv for Educational Development, Alli a nce fo_r _ ^,reat no ss A Compr ehens ive 
Study of Hif>]icr Ed ucation in the State of Del a ware , for the Iflpher Educational 
Aid Advisory Commission, State of Delaware, Feb. 1969. 

Reports the extent, condition, and utilization of hip;her education 
tacilitios with data from three public and two private institutions. 

Makes recommendations in such matters as updatiap, curriculum programs, 
interinsti tutional cooperation, an urban university, technical and 
continuing education, research and development in higher education, 
and enrollment projections. 



Arkansas Commission on Coordination of Higher Educational Finance, A Study of 
Phys ical Facilitie s at Ark ansas Colleges and Universities; Existing F acilities - 
1 ^68, Projected Facility Needs - 1975 and 198 0, Report Number 'P^’o, July 1969. 

, Comprehensive study of physical facilities Including Inventory, utiliza- 
tion, and projected needs in 1975 and 1980 for 22 of 2^ existing colleges 
and universities. Enrollment projections made for all 2A institutions. 



Barcither, Harlan D. and Schillinger, Jerry , Univer sit y Space Planning , 
The University of Illinois Press, Urbana, 111., 1968. 

Textbook for general use by planners of higher education facilities 
presenting a numeric method for deriving physical facility reQulremcnts 
from academic program statements. 



Bay less, Paul C. et al., Hig her Education in Indiana, Current Status Report 5, 
Faci l ities Inventor y - Utilization , 1968. 

Detailed inventory and utilization data from 49 of 57 public and private 
institutions of higher education in Indianai Data grouped by source of 
institutional support, enrollnent size of institution, and •• in utiliza- 
tion studies - by type of program and day or evening schedule. 



Cleek, John E. and Coffelt, John J. , Capital Improvemen ts Program, The O k lahoma 
St ate System of Higher Education 1965 - 19 75 , Phase two» Oklahofra State Regents 
for Higher Education, Oklahoma City, Feb. 1968. 

Plan for completion of capital improvements program introduced in 1964 
with Phase One. Phase Two follows methods and classifications suggested 
by U. S. Office of Education in 1967; includes inventory of existing 
space by types, some measures of vitl lization , orojeettons of future en- 
rollnent, projection of future space needs using standards and factors, 
and estimated cost of required building program. Data from 18 public 
institutions of higher education* 



Colorado Commission on IHf»hor 1'dncation, rnnl tal Cons tructio n Pe nulrcmcnts 
for ninhcr ^Iducation ,ljl Cojorndo» 1 969-79 , Denver* Colo.* 1968, 

Summarizes canllal construction renulrements over n 10-year period, 
Inventory data from 22 campuses, public and nrlvate. Includes enroll- 
ment projections for oacli cainnus, standards and factors In detail, and 
estimates of additional space needed by tvne to 1979, 



Colorado Commission on IHr»hor rducatlon* Physl cal racili ties ^ Colorado Col leges 
and Dniv ors itios , Supplementary Analyses* Au<»ust 1969. 

I1ii rty-cip,ht pap, os of analvnes of Inventory data supplenentlnj> a 
January 1969* publication of nlivplcal facilities data. 



Cresnp, McCormick and Pae^et, Hlplier rduration raclllty Needs lit the Commonwealt h 
of Kent ucky, Vols. T and II, for tue Kentucky Cnuncl) on Public Higher Kducation, 
(Iiicaf.o, In, * 1968, 

Kenp^thy* detailed report of n study done bv professional management 
consultants for the Connnnwoalth of Kentucky to establish a comprehensive 
pro«>ram for facilities nlannlnp. Inventory, utilization, and enrollment 
data from all accredited institutions tn Kentucky. Snneo requirements 
projected to 1978 for cncli Institution from enrollment projections and 
space factors and standards. Dat,a correlated with U. S. Office of Education 
guideline's. 



Cdcuational Research and Services Corporation, Hlj >hor Fduc a ti n n Phy sical 
F acilit ie s Invento ry, Vol» 1, New Hampshire Hipher Kdccatlon Facilities 
Conmisslon, Manchester, New Hampshire, 1969. 

Study by prcfessional consultants for state commission covering 29 public 
and private Institutions cf hipher education. ln\cntorv incltides land, 
bulldinp,s, and room-hv-room data for each respondlnp, institution, on 
27 HFOIS forms. 



Glenny, Lyman A., The Nebraska Stu dy of Hlp,her rduc a tlon , Jan. 1961. 

Study prepared for Nebraska Leplslatlve Council Committee on Higher 
Education, covers 22 institutions with rep^ard to physical pl,ants, 
academic programs, faculties, administration, and finance. Reports 
status of higher education, makes recommendations for growth and improve- 
ment for public tnforwatlon and p^uidance of legislative policy. 
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nilgenberp,^ James F. , et al.. Space Inventory and Utiliza t ion Study » South 
Dakota Commission on Higher KducaMon Facilities, Pierre, So. Dakota, 

Nov. 1968. 

Annual revision and updating of reporting process begun in 1965. 

Early reports were of utilization only; this is first one with in- 
ventory data. Seven public and five private institutions of higher 
education participated on cost-sharing basis. Physical facilities 
inventory by space categories according to U. S. Office of Education 
code. 



Hollis, Ernest V, and Stout, Minard W. , Higher Education in Con nect icut ; 
Report of a Surve y, Vol. I, U. S. Office of Education, December 196^. 

Study undertaken for the Connecticut Commission on Higher Education 
by a staff from the U. S. Office of Education* Explores status, 
needs, roles» and scopes of various institutions with summary, con- 
clusions, and recommendations for growth and improvement of higher 
education* 



Matsler, Franklin i;., Space ^ Utilizatio n Standards, California Pu blic Higher 
Education , Sacramento, Sent* 1966. 

Report to CallfornlnVs Coordinating Council for Higher Education on the 
ncco for space planning and utilization standards, anplication of 
standards to t!ie planning process, and suggested standards for office, 
library, classroom, and laboratory snaco. 



!tissouri Commission on Higher Education, Physical ra cil ities Jnvcntji^ 
Utilization Data, Missouri Col lege s a nd Unive rsities , Jefferson City, Mo., 

July 1969.^ 

Comprehensive study with data from 12 nu*'Hc and 23 private senior 
colleges and universities, eight public and seven private Junior colleges 
six professional, and three theological schools. Space Is reported by all 
combinations of type, control, function, o^mcrshin, and Institutional 
type suggested by U. S. Office of Education’s 5tt< Draft. Includes 
standards and factors tentatively adopted by six institutions. 



.Montana State Commission for Higher Education, ra cilitles Planning Cuidel lnes 
Manual, Helena, Montana, 1969* 

Instructions and sample forms for facilities inventory and utilization 
study* Includes standards and factors for planning classrooms, class 
laboratories, offices, departmental and organized research space, and 
libraries. 
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North Carolina State Conmlsslon on Hlpher Education Facilities, Tacll ltles 
I nventor y and IJtl llzrtlon Stu d y, Fall of 196 8, Palelph, N. C. , .Tune 196'). 

Complete Inventory and utilization data for 17 public and 29 nrlvate 
senior colleges and unlversltle.s , 12 public community colleges, 12 private 
2-year coli.egcs, and 37 nubile technical Institutes. Thorough discussion 
of standards and space factors, several comparisons with other slates, 
no official standards Indicated for tills state. 



Ohio Board of Regents, Master Plan f or St ate In High er E ducation , 1966. 

Recommendations by the Ohio Board of Regents for higher education In 
the state based on a study of present facilities and operation and on 
projections of future growth and needs. 



Pace, .John W., Letter to oMiare Space Men, Towa State University, March 24, 1969. 

letter transmitting copies of letter, commentary, and tables to department 
heads and chairmen, Iowa State University, explaining development and 
use of standards and factors. Lists appropriate factors for various 
programs and types of space. 



Pinnell, Dr. Charles, C ulde lines for P lannin g In Colleges and Universities , 
Vol. IV, Texas A. 6 M. University, July 1968. 

Report developed for Coordinating Board of Texas College and University 
System. Vol. IV covers procedures for establishing an Inventory system, 
analyzing utilization of existing facilities, and projecting facility 
needs through use of planning standards and factors. 



Robe rt Heller Associates, Inc., Me eting Kcu Jersey Co 1 logo and University 
Facll ltlos Needs tl iro ugh 1980 , report to New Jersey State Commission for the 
Higher Education FacilltleF Act of 1963, August 1968. 

Emphasizes projection of additional facilities needed hy 1975-80 througli 
use of planning standards and enrollment projections. Tljorough statement 
of planning standards: Inventory data limited to comparing planning 
standards for a public commuter education college with existing modules 
at six state colleges. 



Rov'lands, Kills M. , Procedures, Planning Cutd es and Cost Pa ta for Coryiv mlty 
C ol leges , .State University of New York Office of Architecture and Facllttl€.s, 
Albany, N. Y. , January 1967. 

A manual prescribing procedures and standards for planning and building 
conmunlty colleges within the State I'nlvetslty of New York with data on 
cost of facilities already built. 
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South Carolina Advisory Committee on Higher Mucftlon, S pace C tlllzatton Study 
for Five State Supporte d South Carolina Colleges and Uniwrsi tie's Novomher* 
1967. 



Study performed by outside consultants for the advisory committee sets 
up Inventory procedure, Inventories five institutions, analyzes utiliza- 
tion of space, 2 nd compares utilization vlth p.enerally accjptod standards. 



State Education Commission, State of Kansas, Physical Facilities of Colleges 
ond Universitie s in the St at e of Kansas . Topeka, Kansas, July 196^; 

Discussion of planning standards; one standard advanced for this state. 
Complete Inventory data for 47 public and private institutions. Junior 
and senior level. Space factors computed from inventory data as measures 
of utilization. 



State of Illinois, Board of Hlglier Education, State-Wide Space Survey, 
Springfield, 111., November 1966. 

Fjttenslve Inventory data, utilization data, and indices basad on responses 
of 85 participating Institutions from both public and private sectors at 
every level of Instruction. 



State of New York, Office of Planning In Higher Education, York State Higher 
lacllit les Comprehensive Planning Program, Space Inventory Report 2. 
Albany, N. Y. , September 1969. “ ^ 

Presents space indices and ranges derived from Inventory data of more 
than 200 institutions of higher education at every degree level, both 
public and private. 



The Associated Consultants in Education, Inc., Florida Higher Education 
Facilitiea Study , Tallahassee, Fla., 1969. 

Forty-seven participating Institullons grouped as colleges and universities, 
both public and private, and all Junior colleges. For each group, existing 
facilities are inventoried, utilization is analyzed, future enrollnort is 
projected, and future facility needs forecast using standards and factors 
for different types of space. 



University of Callfomla, Office of the Vice President, Physical Planning and 
Construction, Facilities Manual , Part 6 Capital Improvement Program, April 1969, 

Descriptive outline of project planning guide for proposing new facilities 
to pnallfy for state capital funding. Olves procedure for translating 
academic programs and enrollment projections Into facility regulrenents 
using standards for weekly student hours, student station sizes, and 
utilization. 



Wisconsin Ccordinat Inp, Council Cor Hlj’.her Rducatlon, 

Co unci l for l^pjicr Jjij£atl_on llmldln p . Pri orities , CCVR nS4, Madison, Wls., 
\)cc* 1968, 

Includes tvo state sv,stems of education: I'nlvcrslty of Wisconsin 

with four campuses, and Wisconsin State University with nine campuses. 
F'or each camnus tliere Is an inventory sufnmary, enrollment forecist,and 
estimate of new facilities needed by 1972 using standards and factors 
for planning. 
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